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Appellant's reply brief, filed 6/21/06, has been received and considered. 



Appellant cites two more areas in the specification to support the claim language "automatic dtermination by the host server . , .". 
However, the actual claim language recites "automatically determining, by the host server, suitable electronic commerce EDI products 
or services for said user based at least in part on said requirements information from said selected trading partners: , , .". Page 20, lines 
20-27 discusses maintaining a user profile and has nothing to do with determining suitable electronic commerce EDI product, let 
alone what the determination is based on. Page 5 and 6 show a list of functions "controlled by the host server". The functions of a-f 
are merely steps of communication linking and login steps, which also have nothing to do with determining suitable electronic 
commerce EDI product, let alone what the determination is based on. 

Appellant asserts that the examiner has not met the burden of inherency. The examiner believes that it has been shown that the 
elements inquestion are necessarily inherent in the disclosure and will rely on the arguments in the appeal brief 
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